
United States Patent and Trademark Office 



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
United States Patent and Trademark Office 

Address: COMMISSIONER FOR PATENTS 
P.O. Box 1450 

Alexandria, Virginia 22313-1450 
www.uspto.gov 



APPLICATION NO, 


FILING DATE 


FIRST NAMED INVENTOR 


ATTORNEY DOCKET NO. 


CONFIRMATION NO. 


09/897,518 


07/02/2001 


David James Stevenson 


01-491 


2537 



McDonnell Boehnen Hulbert & Berghoff 

32nd Floor 

300 S. Wacker Drive 

Chicago, IL 60606 



EXAMINER 



MEUCCI, MICHAEL D 



ART UNIT 



2142 



PAPER NUMBER 



MAIL DATE 



DELIVERY MODE 



10/22/2007 PAPER 

Please find below and/or attached an Office communication concerning this application or proceeding. 

The time period for reply, if any, is set in the attached communication. 



PTOL-90A (Rev, 04/07) 



Office Action Summary 


Application No. 

09/897,518 


Applicant(s) 

STEVENSON ET AL. 


Examiner 

Michael D. Meucci 


Art Unit 
2142 





The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address - 
Period for Reply 



A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1.136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1)K1 Responsive to communication(s) filed on 30 July 2007 . 
2a)^ This action is FINAL. 2b)D This action is non-final. 

3) n Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) ^ Claim(s) 1,4.5,8,12-21 and 23 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) Q Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) E3 Claim(s) 1,4,5,8.12-21 and 23 is/are rejected. 

7) Q Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) ^ The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) K1 The drawing(s) filed on 24 September 2001 is/are: a)K accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1 .1 21 (d), 

1 1) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12) £3 Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d) or (f). 
aM AN b)D Some * c)D None of: 

1. E3 Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. Q Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No*. . 

3. Q Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 



Attachment(s) 

1) ^ Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) 4) O Interview Summary (PTO-413) 

2) □ Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) p ap© r No(s)/Mail Date. . 

3) □ Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO/SB/08) 5 ) D Notice of Informal Patent Application 

Paper No(s)/Mail Date . 6) □ Other: . 



U.S. Patent and Trademark Office 
PTOL-326 (Rev. 08-06) 



Office Action Summary 



Part of Paper No./Mail Date 20071014 



Application/Control Number: 09/897,51 8 Page 2 

Art Unit: 2142 

DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is in response to the request for reconsideration filed 30 July 2007. 

2. Claims 1, 4, 5, 8, 12-21, and 23 are pending. 

3. Claims 2, 3, 6, 7, 9-1 1 , 22, and 24 are cancelled. 

Specification 

4. The specification is objected to as failing to provide proper antecedent basis for 
the claimed subject matter. See 37 CFR 1.75(d)(1) and MPEP § 608.01 (o). Correction 
of the following is required: The specification does not describe the limitation "wherein 
excluding an indication of the event from the event log display comprises excluding an 
indication of a normal event log entry to the event log display," which is recited in claims 
1 and 21. Applicant is reminded to not introduce new matter into the specification. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

5. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

6. Claims 1, 4, 5, and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as 
failing to comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject 
matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably 
convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application 
was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. 
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Claims 1 and 21 contain the limitation "wherein excluding an indication of the 
event from the event log display comprises excluding an indication of a normal event log 
entry to the event log display." The normal event log entry is not described in the 
application as originally filed. While this limitation is not described in the applicant's 
specification, it has been rejected below with the previously cited art. For the purpose 
of applying art, it will be presumed by the examiner that a normal event log entry is any 
event log entry. Correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

8. Claims 1, 4, 5, 8, 12-21, and 23 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Bell et al. (U.S. 5,223,827) hereinafter referred to as Bell in view of 
Andersen (U.S. 6,434,715 B1) and Vaid et al. (U.S. 6,502,131 B1) hereinafter referred 
to as Vaid. 

a. Regarding claims 1, 21, and 23, Bell teaches: receiving network 
management data relating to an event condition (lines 15-24 of column 1 and line 56 of 
column 3 through line 5 of column 4); adding a normal event log entry to the event log 
display, the normal event log entry corresponding to the event, when the number of 
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preceding equivalent events is less than a predetermined number in a preceding time 
period (line 15 of column 1 through line 12 of column 2). 

Bell does not explicitly teach: adding a recurring event log entry to the event log 
display, the recurring event log entry corresponding to the event, when (i) the event 
does not already have recurring event status and (ii) the number of preceding 
equivalent events is greater than the predetermined number in the preceding time 
period, wherein excluding an indication of the event from the event log display 
comprises excluding an indication of a normal event log entry to the event log display. 
However, Andersen discloses: "A limit may be set as to how many repeats should be 
observed before a repeat event/message is generated. Similarly a limit may be 
programmed in as to how many repeat events/messages should be generated 
regardless of the number of observations made. This information may be displayed at 
the trip unit 30 or at a central computer (not shown). This may be displayed (or printed) 
in the form of a log or by type of event along with the number of repeat events, the time 
since the prior event occurrence and/or the frequency of such event occurrences," (lines 
58-67 of column 3). It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the applicant's invention to add a recurring event log entry to the event Jog 
display, the recurring event log entry corresponding to the event, when (i) the event 
does not already have recurring event status and (ii) the number of preceding 
equivalent events is greater than the predetermined number in the preceding time 
period, wherein excluding an indication of the event from the event log display 
comprises excluding an indication of a normal event log entry to the event log display. 
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"This information is useful as an aid in determining the cause or root (i.e., systemic root 
cause) of these events as such would otherwise be difficult to determine," (line 67 of 
column 2 through line 3 of column 4 in Andersen). It is for this reason that one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant's invention would have been 
motivated to add a recurring event log entry to the event log display, the recurring event 
log entry corresponding to the event, when (i) the event does not already have recurring 
event status and (ii) the number of preceding equivalent events is greater than the 
predetermined number in the preceding time period, wherein excluding an indication of 
the event from the event log display comprises excluding an indication of a normal 
event log entry to the event log display in the system as taught by Bell. 

Bell does not explicitly teach: maintaining the event log display by excluding an 
indication of the event from the event log display when (i) the event corresponds to an 
already recurring event and (ii) the number of preceding equivalent events is greater 
than the predetermined number in the preceding time period. However, Andersen 
discloses: "For each such event that is detected by the intelligent electronic device the 
systemic fault detection algorithm logs the occurrence of the event. Optionally, the 
algorithm may also log the date and time of the event. The algorithm determines if this 
particular fault type (or event type) has occurred before (e.g., the same type of fault on 
the same phase). If such a fault has occurred before, the time since the last such fault 
occurrence and the total number of such fault type occurrences are determined. This is 
then compared against the user-input number of events and/or time frequency specified 
to merit the generation of a repeat event," (lines 8-18 of column 2). It would have been 
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obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant's invention to 
maintain the event log display by excluding an indication of the event from the event log 
display when (i) the event corresponds to an already recurring event and (ii) the number 
of preceding equivalent events is greater than the predetermined number in the 
preceding time period. Meriting the generation of a repeat event (line 18 of column 2 in 
Andersen) is where motivation lies for this determination and logging of the event as a 
normal event. It is for this reason that one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
applicant's invention would have been motivated to maintain the event log display by 
excluding an indication of the event from the event log display when (i) the event 
corresponds to an already recurring event and (ii) the number of preceding equivalent 
events is greater than the predetermined number in the preceding time period in the 
system as taught by Bell. 

Bell does not explicitly teach: SNMP events. The combination of Bell and 
Andersen teach all of the limitations of the instant application with regards to generic 
events, and the examiner contends that the type of event is arbitrary. In any case, Vaid 
discloses: "Alarms and notifications can also be specified, in order to determine which 
events will trigger an alarm, at what threshold, and in what form e.g. email notification, 
pager message, SNMP trap, log entry and so on," (lines 52-55 of column 27). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant's 
invention to include SNMP events. "Additionally, the directory access interfaces with 
management stations network services 181 1 through SNMP," (lines 3-5 of column 27 in 
Vaid). It is for this reason that one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant's 
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invention would have been motivated to include SNMP events in the system as taught 
by Bell and Andersen. 

b. Regarding claim 4, Bell does not explicitly teach: adding a time stamp to 
the event data of the recurring event, the time stamp indicating the time of the 
subsequent occurrence of the event condition. However, Andersen discloses: 
"Optionally, the algorithm may also log the date and time of the event," (lines 10-11 of 
column 2). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
applicant's invention to add a time stamp to the event data of the recurring event, with 
the time stamp indicating the time of the subsequent occurrence of the event condition. 
"The algorithm determines if this particular fault type (or event type) has occurred before 
(e.g., the same type of fault on the same phase). If such a fault has occurred before, the 
time since the last such fault occurrence and the total number of such fault type 
occurrences are determined. This is then compared against the user-input number of 
events and/or time frequency specified to merit the generation of a repeat event," (lines 

1 1 -1 8 of column 2 in Andersen). It is for this reason that one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the applicant's invention would have been motivated to add a time stamp to 
the event data of the recurring event, with the time stamp indicating the time of the 
subsequent occurrence of the event condition in the system as taught by Bell. 

c. Regarding claim 5, Bell teaches: the preceding time period is an 
immediately preceding time period (abstract and lines 45-62 of column 1). 

d. Regarding claim 8, Bell teaches: receiving network management data 
relating to an event condition (lines abstract and 15-24 of column 1); and determining 



Application/Control Number: 09/897,518 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2142 

whether the monitored characteristic for the event condition is in a recurring state, and 
processing the data according to whether the monitored characteristic for: the event 
condition is in a recurring state (abstract and lines 15-62 of column 1). 

e. As per claim 12, Bell does not explicitly teach: adding the time of the 
received data relating to the event condition to event data of the event in the recurring 
state. However, Andersen discloses: "Optionally, the algorithm may also log the date 
and time of the event," (lines 1 0-1 1 of column 2). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the applicant's invention to add the time of the 
received data relating to the event condition to event data of the event in the recurring 
state. "The algorithm determines if this particular fault type (or event type) has occurred 
before (e.g., the same type of fault on the same phase). If such a fault has occurred 
before, the time since the last such fault occurrence and the total number of such fault 
type occurrences are determined. This is then compared against the user-input number 
of events and/or time frequency specified to merit the generation of a repeat event," 
(lines 1 1 -1 8 of column 2 in Andersen). It is for this reason that one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the applicant's invention would have been motivated to add the 
time of the received data relating to the event condition to event data of the event in the 
recurring state in the system as taught by Bell. 

f. Regarding claim 13, Bell teaches: generating an event for presentation in 
the event log to the user when it is determined that the event condition has not occurred 
more than the first predetermined number of times in the first immediately preceding 
time period (abstract and lines 15-62 of column 1). 
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g. Regarding claim 14, Bell teaches: the generated event is not a recurring 
event (abstract and lines 34-50 of column 2). 

h. Regarding claim 15, Bell teaches: wherein if it is determined that the 
monitored characteristic for the event condition is not in a recurring state, the method 
further comprises determining whether a second predetermined number of equivalent 
events have been generated in a second preceding time period (line 51 of column 2 
through line 12 of column 3). 

i. Regarding claim 16, Bell teaches: generating an event for presentation in 
the event log to the user when it is determined that the event condition has not occurred 
more than the first predetermined number of times in the first immediately preceding 
time period (abstract and lines 15-62 of column 1). 

j. Regarding claim 17, Bell does not explicitly teach: preventing a 
subsequent event from being presented in the event list to the user following a 
subsequent occurrence of the event condition. However, Andersen discloses: "A limit 
may be set as to how many repeats should be observed before a repeat event/message 
is generated. Similarly a limit may be programmed in as to how many repeat 
events/messages should be generated regardless of the number of observations 
made," (lines 58-62 of column 3). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the applicant's invention to prevent a subsequent event from being 
presented in the event list to the user following a subsequent occurrence of the event 
condition. "This information is useful as an aid in determining the cause or root (i.e., 
systemic root cause) of these events as such would otherwise be difficult to determine," 
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(line 67 of column 3 through line 3 of column 4 in Andersen) and "By identifying 
repeating fault events automatically, these systemic fault conditions may be predicted, 
detected, and corrected before a major fault event occurs," (lines 16-19 of column 4 in 
Andersen). It is for these reasons that one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
applicant's invention would have been motivated to prevent a subsequent event from 
being presented in the event list to the user following a subsequent occurrence of the 
event condition in the system as taught by Bell. 

k. Regarding claim 18, Bell does not explicitly teach: adding a time stamp to 
the event data of the recurring event, the time stamp indicating the time of the 
subsequent occurrence of the event condition. However, Andersen discloses: 
"Optionally, the algorithm may also log the date and time of the event," (lines 10-1 1 of 
column 2). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
applicant's invention to add a time stamp to the event data of the recurring event, with 
the time stamp indicating the time of the subsequent occurrence of the event condition. 
"The algorithm determines if this particular fault type (or event type) has occurred before 
(e.g., the same type of fault on the same phase). If such a fault has occurred before, the 
time since the last such fault occurrence and the total number of such fault type 
occurrences are determined. This is then compared against the user-input number of 
events and/or time frequency specified to merit the generation of a repeat event," (lines 
1 1-18 of column 2 in Andersen). It is for this reason that one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the applicant's invention would have been motivated to add a time stamp to 
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the event data of the recurring event,, with the time stamp indicating the time of the 
subsequent occurrence of the event condition in the system as taught by Bell. 

I. Regarding claim 19, Bell teaches: generating an event for presentation in 
the event log to the user when it is determined that the event condition has not occurred 
more than the first predetermined number of times in the first immediately preceding 
time period (abstract and lines 15-62 of column 1). 

m. Regarding claim 20, Bell teaches: the first and/or second preceding time 
period is an immediately preceding time period (abstract and lines 45-62 of column 1). 

Response to Arguments 

9. Applicant's arguments filed 30 July 2007 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

1 0. (A) Regarding claim 1 , the applicant contends that the combination of Bell, 
Andersen, and Vaid does not teach: maintaining the event log display by excluding an 
indication of the event from the log display when (i) the event corresponds to an already 
recurring even and (ii) the number of preceding equivalent events is greater than the 
predetermined number in the preceding time period, wherein excluding an indication of 
the event from the event log display comprises excluding an indication of a normal 
event log entry to the event log display. The examiner respectfully disagrees. 

As to point (A), the applicant argues that Anderson teaches away from the 
claimed element, pointing to lines 9-1 3 of column 3. The examiner points out that the 
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applicant has completely ignored the cited portion of Andersen which discloses: U A limit 
may be set as to how many repeats should be observed before a repeat event/message 
is generated. Similarly a limit may be programmed in as to how many repeat 
events/messages should be generated regardless of the number of observations made. 
This information may be displayed at the trip unit 30 or at a central computer (not 
shown). This may be displayed (or printed) in the form of a log or by type of event along 
with the number of repeat events, the time since the prior event occurrence and/or the 
frequency of such event occurrences," (lines 58-67 of column 3). The portion describing 
setting a limit as to how many repeat events/messages should be generated clearly 
describes the argued limitation. As such, the rejection remains proper and is 
maintained by the examiner. 

11. (B) The applicant's argues that Bell and Vaid do no teach: "maintaining the 
event log display by excluding an indication of the event from the log display when (i) 
the event corresponds to an already recurring even and (ii) the number of preceding 
equivalent events is greater than the predetermined number in the preceding time 
period, wherein excluding an indication of the event from the event log display 
comprises excluding an indication of a normal event log entry to the event log display." 

As to point (B), the examiner points out that neither Bell nor Vaid was relied upon 
for the rejection of this limitation. See point (A) above. 
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12. (C) The applicant's remaining arguments are directed towards subject matter 
discussed in point (A) above. 

Conclusion 

13. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 

§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

14. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Michael Meucci at (571) 272-3892. The examiner can 
normally be reached on Monday-Friday from 9:00 AM to 6:00 PM. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Andrew Caldwell, can be reached at (571) 272-3868. The fax phone 
number for this Group is 571-273-8300. 

Communications via Internet e-mail regarding this application, other than those 
under 35 U.S.C. 132 or which otherwise require a signature, may be used by the 
applicant and should be addressed to [michael.meucci@uspto.gov]. 

All Internet e-mail communications will be made of record in the application file. 
PTO employees do not engage in Internet communications where there exists a 
possibility that sensitive information could be identified or exchanged unless the record 
includes a properly signed express waiver of the confidentiality requirements of 35 
U.S.C. 122. This is more clearly set forth in the Interim Internet Usage Policy published 
in the Official Gazette of the Patent and Trademark on February 25, 1 997 at 1 1 95 OG 
89. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 



